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USING A LENS-MODEL ANALYSIS TO IDENTIFY

THE FACTORS IN TEACHER jUDGMENT,

. Joe L..Byers and ThOmas E. Evans
1

.14*

-
Research indicates thiat interest-based Yeading -programs mAy signifi-

AtutIy increase reading Itchievement,'especially for-hoyt (Asher, Nete 1).
2

Such-"programs may also induce More pdsitive attitudes towatd reading.4

(Zimet, Rose, BlOm; & Parsons,. NOe appearsi however-, 'that
. ,

.

reading interests are highly indiv1duaIized.and.6hifi rapidly; signifi-
/

cant changes occur as often as every three to fout months.cAsher, Note 1). 1
- j

'If reading assignmerits are to reflect these individualizedcad Changing.

interests, teachers Must be.sensitive to fhem. Thus it is important to 4
r. .

understand how teaihers typically make'judgments about the reading interests
%

of their students, and to.identify areas iamthich improvement in those
o.

judgments might be expected.

The resent paper approaches tiiis problem from the theorrical

perspective of Brunswitk's (1955) lens model. Tbe student's reading
:

preference served as the criterion in this study, andthe teacher's

/7.

independent predictions of those preferences w4re the judgments. 'In

an earlier study (Evans & Byers, Note*3), 21 cues were identified that

were shown to be predictive of students' reading preferences; these

cues served as the predictor variables in the lens todel. Since

1
Joe L. Byers is a senior researcher with IRT, a professor of

educational psychology, and dir'ector of the Office of'Research ConsulL.
bation, College.of Education, Michigan State University. Thomas E.

Evans is an IRT research intern and an asopciate professor of psy.chology
at Olivet College in Michigan.
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the lens-model analysis provides estirltes oftthe factors cpntributing

to.:.judgmenta/ accuracy, it is particulfirly useful when the research
14.

goal is to id_entify potentAal areaS for improving judgmental accuraCy.
&At

The present study was conduCted maetermine (1) The overall judg-

Aental accurao'y of'teaChers on this tSsk (i.e., how aware are ieache
I

of tleir io.rdente T.ead'ing interests?),7(2) Are.teachers''judgment4,,,

policies Omilar ar highlrindividualized? (3) Is sex stereotyping,a

-.',44ajor source of judgmental error? (4) Do children make selections
;

consistebtly are-their policies predictable?)? (5) Do teachers

make predictions ccnsistently? (6) Do teachers have sufficient know-
C.'

ledge of,their students' interests? and (7) Can a linear model capture

most of the variation in chAldrens' preferences and the teacher's

predictions, or is a configural model necessary? In addition to these

questions about the judgment process itself, thee-study should provide,

further information on the nature of the children's reading prefeYences,

and on specific content areas where teachers are more or less sensitive

to student preferences.

The Lens-Model Analysis

The present study was intended to ,serve a general methodologidal

purpose that is uarelated to the specific topic of student reading

preferences. We assume that teacher judgment is a part of the mental

life of teachers that profoundly affects the cgnicive and emotional

development of students. It is hoped that the present study will Semon-

strate how a lens-model analysis can be used to gain knowledge about

the factors which are contributing to teacher judgmental accuracy in

specific educational situations. To this end, the following discussion

of the lens model is presented. It should be noted that a lens-model

analysis requ.ires (1) a criterion measure of the event being judged;

2

-4
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(2) a list of cues whichare rtedi.ctive,of both the criterion measure

And the judgment; Ad, of course, -(3) the judgments Ohemselves.

the lens-model;treatment of judgMent data produces a measure of

overa,11 judgmental accuracy for each judge and tdenttfies four

factors whtich cOntribute to overall accuracy:

'3'

1. .ecological validity of the'clits (i.e.,the extent to which
the coded cues Rredigt the criterion);

.

.2. the consisitency with whieh the judge uses tIle cues (t.e.,
the extent to which the enes are predict:4.1/e of the ludge's
perforMance). To the extent that cubs are pot good pre-
,dictors of 'the criterion,.or noi used conbistentfy by the
judge, judgmentail accuracywAoll be lower;

3, The knowledge of the rel-dtionsicip i'etl0en the cues.and
the cr1ter6n is reflected inthe degree, of-correspondence
between the-judge's pattern_o? weighting each cue and the

% pattern'of. weights between each cue 'and the,criterion.'

w^

.

4.. The non-linear.component of ludgment4indicates the extent
to which sYstematic. (non-random) uariatton in judgmptit' '
occurs which is not predicted by the linear model. .

-This component may indicate the contrill&tion of unidentified. . . .

cues. Since the model only accounts fg.1 variqtion which .

can he attributed to a linear combination of the weighted
cue, the non-linear component of ludgMent ts also a good . .

indication of the adequacy of a linear model ,for the par-
.. .

ticular fudgment berng modeled (Le,: a'large value could
ind4:ace the necessttv for vonfigural terms in the moael).

In this study, student rending prE4erences (the criterion) were s

identified by having studen4 select which books they would like to read
4

frop,a list of book descriptions. Teachers were asked to predic't the

'prefprences 14 each student. Each book description was Acted for the

presence or absence of the.29 hook cues discussed in' the study described

above (Evans and Byers, Note 3) and a lens-model analysis of thlt factors

contributing to the teac,hers' judgmental accuratv WAs conducted.

Teachers and students from grades 1K-6 were included in the study, and the

influence of grad level and sex 01 student on teacher Audgmental

patterns was examined,.
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Subjects,

2.-N A tatal 'of.29 teachers and 227 students,served as sTubjeCts. The

Method

9
S. 1

-distribution of the teao4yrs and° students iri,terms of gr,ades, pfx, ana
4 /. .

-"locatipn ii indicated in Table 1. Four or five tooys and girls were

- selected randomly fromftacli teacher's clariselist.
e .

-.
Materials

The Scholastic Press publishes a monthly brochure which contains
..

r

brief descripti*s of books that are available for different grad4

levels. .A separate, monthly biochure is.available for grades K-1,

2-3, and 4-'6. The different brochures vary in the number of bookl;

advertised, with the lower-level (K-1) biochures'having the fewest,-and
-

the upper-level brochurea. having the most. Table 1 indicates the total

. number of books in brochures presented to students at each grade level.

, This total number represents two separate testing occasions for all

grades except the sixth, which wAs tested)orkly once.

Procedure

Studerits were taken.in small groups (6-40 students per group) to an

isolated room. The experimenter passed out the brochures to students

and told them that we were interested in what books they liked to read.

,Younger students (those in grades K-3). were given packets of red stickers,

and were asked to indicate which books they might like to buy by attaching

a sticker to those books on the brochure description. 'Only ten sticker0

'were given to each student, so they had to rejedt at least half of the

books. Older students were given sheets width book title n'ames and asked

to check the books they would want' If they coul.CI buy them, up to a maxi-.

mum of ten books.

Teachers were presented with the brochures and a data shet for

each atudent. They were asked to indicate which books they thought each

6
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of their students would like.

5

Thus the data consisted of actual:Student selections and teacher.
A

"predictions of those selections for each student. The total number of

book selectioni for each grade level can be founa in-Table 1.

Dafa.Analysis'

. Each'of the book descriptions were coded for the presence And

absence of the 29 cues discussee above. The summed ratings of each

book on each cue became the predictor variables or-cues for the lens-
,

model analysis. Since a-shortee sue list tends to make the analysis

more reliable, the cue lists wercS rtdned ai follows. If, for a.

particular girade level'and book list, a cue was coded fewer than five
r

times, the cue was not used for that iiet orbooks and grade level. The

resulting number of cues used for each book list and'grade leyel appears
I

in Table-1.

Results

Questions of interest tegarding the lens-model analysis included:

1. Is a judgment such as selecting books or children to read
describable in terms of a lens model? Specifically, is the
non-iinear/missing cue parameter very large?

2. What task-environment variables imPact on these judgments?

Specifically, do.a child's sex and gtade level have an effect
either independently or in combination on the values Of the
lens-model paTameters?

F.

3. Is there evidence for significant teacher differences on this

task? SpecIfically, are there differences between teachers
ip terms of the values of the lens-model parametars?
Further, how do these differences compare with task environ-
ment variables (i.e.,sex and grade level)?

4. What cues are important in influencing book selections over
grade levels and sex? Do these reflect the cues used by
publishers at various grade levels with the.average cue
weights for students at,those grade levels:

The data and analyses described below address these questions.



&SF

6

Table 2. indicates tile average vaittes of the five lens-model parameters

across Rades K-6, and their standard deviations. Figures 1-.5 illustrate

the patterns of change for be:vs-and glrls across grade. K-6 for each-of the ',I

lenarmodel parameters. Table 3,presents this data with standard devi-
Y

ations and sample sizes for each sexigrade group. Finally,'Table 4 presents

the results from a multivaria'te F-rtest for the five lens-model parameters

with sex and grade levef as.factors, as well as step-down F-testa for

each parameter.

Since the design is unbalanced, the first term in the MANOVA
2
.that'

, A

should be conidered is the sex-by-grade intenaction. The F for the sex-
,

interaction' was iignificanC(F=2.2721 df..25,785, P .01).

-Thise-indicates that the parameters of the lads model for this task

are affiected by both grade level and sex of.the student. (Main ef4cts

as such are uninterpretable with the present design when the interaction

. )

is significant.)

The step-downeF-tests'for the sex-by:grade int6ract.ion show no

significance for accuracy ei knowledge. The sO-by-grade interaction has

8 1

its effect on the remafning-three lens-model parameters:
7

validity, and non-linear/missi.,Ig cues. rrom Figure 4, "it would appear

cue use;t cue .3

that cue use is less consistent for boys than for girls.in grades

1 and 6, and about the same for boys and girls in the other grades.

Of course, teacher effects are nested within grades, a fact we will

discuss below. Figure 5 illustrate:: a dramatic difference in the value

of the non-linear/missing-cups parameter for boys and girls in grades 5

and 6, with it going up for boys and down for giils. This may indicate,

especially for grade 6, that teachers are usiAng cues for boys that are

not inclUded in the model.

2-
Multivarlate analysis of variance.

Li
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One finding'of interest is thearamatic drop in accuracy.for girls

in'the fifth.grade (see'Figurt 1). The values for cue use, cue validity*,.

and non-line4r/missing cues far boys ana girls in grade 5 are.nearly

identical (see Figures 2-4), but1the missing-cues parameter is much
I.

..

higher for boys than for girls (see Figure 5). Purely by chance, the only
w

male feachers in the study were in grade 5. These results could be inter-
,. .

.

preted to mean 'that male teachers rely on cues not inbluded in the model,

and those cues are effective in predicting reading interLts for male,

4

but not female fifth graders. This is, at best, a trend, since.there

; were only two fifth-grade classes and hence only tyo male teachers.

Although the sample size-precludes valid statistical inference concerning

4

this trend, the.observed effects were substantial enough in size Lo

warrant speculation as 'to their cause.

The value of missing cues/nonlinearity, while-significantly greater

than chance, is nonetheless quitg sm'all in tthe:present study, indicating

that;the lens model dOes a reasonably good job of capturing the policies

of teachers on this task. Since 27 o'fi, the 29'teachers in the stuax.wore

female, this generalization can only he applied to female elementary- L

school teachers; we don't,know if the model would captufe the policies of

male teachers as well.

The third question (Ali-e teachers similar or different in their

judgment policies?) may.be answered by making a comparison.' Since

teacher effects and grade-level effects are partially confounded, we

can compare the prpportion of variance accounted for by teacher differences

to the proportion accounted for by grade and sex differences. This com-

parison shows the extent to which differences in judgmt,tnt-policy parameters

are caused by students' grade level and sex, and the extent to which these

-changes are a function of the differences between teachers. The sex and
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gradellevel qf the student dould be thought of as cssential eomponents

ofthe task environment in which teachers make their judgments. Hence',

variation in judgments'related to sexyand gride level may be thought

Of as reactions t
e
o changes in the nature of the task. Variation related

. .f....; %
4

io teacher difge;encfs alone may bethought ef as differences in ability-

8

and background.
4

A MANOVA for between-:teacher differences'on the five lens-model

parameters was conducted, and the results tndicated that teachers were

significantly different from each other (F = 2.22, df = 140;962, Fic .001,

see Table 5). S4ms of,squares for the task environment variables (sex

and grade level of students) were compared with sums of squares for

teacher effects to determine whether the task environment or teaChar

-differences account for more-variation in the-judgmental performance

as indicated'by the lens-model parameters. This 16bmparison showed that

teacher differences account foi- approximately 22% more variation in over-

all accutacy, 15% more variation in .knowledge, and 40% Aore variation In
1

the missing cues/nonlinearity component. Variation in cue validity and

cognitive control was accounted for tqually by teacher effectsand task

environment effects (Table 5).

The task environment (grade level and sex) effects, taken with,the

teacher effects, may be interpreted to mean that the'grade and sex of tne

child are important de;erminants of teacher judgmental performanCe as are

individual teacher differences. ;reacher differences account for, the

greatest variation in knowledge and missing cues. Tni finding makes

sense; it-would be reasonable to expect that knowledge and use of subtle

cues depend on differences between judges, while cue validity and con-

sistent cue use are.responsive tO changes in the nature of the task.



9 .

ft ..... - S.

4

/pm mop . . 4.t P'"'4"-.-" n11711110 'MIMI°

. It is-also noteworthyAhat the.range of o0eral1 iickAtracy is from

9.

-.23 to .69, with a mean of .23. The factors which are under the control

of the teacher as judge are cognitive control and knowledge. The mein

and standard deviat.ion for thesejactors was .68 (standard devidtionew

.09) and .31 (standard deviatiOn = .24), respectively. The mean for non-
,

linearity/missing dues was low (.16), but showed substantial variation

(staildard deviation = .22) (see Table 6).

Tile average 'glues of the lens-model parameters for this judgment

'task 'revealed that (1) children usfed the c'oded cues in.making their

selections, as did teachers; (2) yacher knOwledge of children's reading

tnterests was quite low, probbbly the most.important limiting factor in.

this judgment task; (3) the.tendency to use other cues and/or a non-
I.

linear judgment rule varied greatly' be,tween teschers, althotmh it was not

generally large; (4) since the range of accuracy was so great, it is

clear that this task cah be performed with copsiderable accuracy, although

it typically is not.

Educational Significance

If we consider what we have learned from this study, there are a

.few glaring facts' and a.few subtle ones. Our initial assumption that

teachers are not typically aware of their student's reading interests

was clearly substantiated. In fact, the observed level of accuracy was

much lower than we anticipated. It i8 also clear from the lens-model

analysis that lack of teacher knowledge 'about student intere<sts is the
4

biggest handicap to accurate predictions, and that students and teachers

do respond consistently to the cue configurations. Considerable improve-

ment in accuracy can thus 'be expected teacherS are provided with facts

about each 'student's reading preferences. The most effoctive form of

information would probably be process feedback (Hammond, 1971).

a

47"
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Some subtle f41ndings invo1ve the grade-by-sex interaction for cue use

And missing cues. It appears that the cues in:the pregent model are 1)ettd

for predicting girls' interests thtn boysk.,espec1a14 in grades 5 and 6,1

'and, to a lesser extent,'grade 1.. This suggests'that further research
.

needs to be done to determine what cues are being used fOr boys in the/ -

I *4.

)
V

later elementary school years since the lens model cannot be used to

improve judgmental accuracy until.the relevant cues are identified.

StudentSeading Interests

The lens-model analysis provides estimates of the importance of-dach

: - bo9k cue foT atInta of different sex and gradfileVel. . -Table 7 lists

the average correlation for eall book cue with pupil selections as a

.

fAnctign 'of pupij sex, Tabld-S-does theLsame as a function of pupia ,

grade level. Table 9 lists the percentage of books containing each book

cue at the three grade levels offered bx the publishers (i.e., K-1, 2-3,

and-4-6). For purposes of comparison, we wilX point out those differen,ces

(l\ in cArelations which exceed .10. It is notewAthy that there were no cues

which were positively or negatively valued across either sex or grade.

If a cue had either positive or negative value\eiceeding ..10, those 'values
.,.

changed with both grade and sex. This is suppor6 q of earlier findings
\. ....

\.

__) (4.,NOliver, 1977; Asher, Note 1; Blom, Waite, Z met, & Wiberg, Note 4)

;

.

which indicate that reading preferences are not stble, and are influenck

by the sex and grade of the student.

The first cue with sex differences was Info:Science. Girl's valued
k

science books (r = .059), boys did not (r =-.103). And teacher predictions

paralleled. these differences. Realistic Fiction showed the reverse pattern,
C

with boys preferrIng books of this type (r =.055) while girls did not (r

Again, teacher predictions reflected these differences. Other cues

with this pattern (preferred by or neutral for boys, disliked by girls) were

tkv
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4. ... ... ages loilo . 0,411.

.
.

Devotion (:056 for boys, -.057 for girls)i, Homo. and Family (.0 for boys.,

-.144 for 'girls), and Femalp Character (r = .084,-.111): And in every case;

thg general teacher predictions'reflerted Olese differences. It is note-

worthy that thesv Are not 4n the direction c.,f cultural spereotypes of male

and female preferences. The -everse pattsrn (preferred by girls. disliked

by boys) was only found for Sports. raw only other differenco found was

for Humor which was neutral for girls, prefert.ed by boys (.035, .129),

and Home'and Family which was n-lutrcrfor boS,s, disliked by giris (.606,

-.144).
e

0.°
. In discussIng the changes ip/rable 8, a negative function Will be

Juiefined as those instance:: in which the value of a cue consistently

Zecreases from grades K-6, and the_total of the differen"ces exceeds .10.

A positive function will be .defined,as a conststent increase. _Fantasy

produced a negative function as did Folktales, Fables and Myths. The
1

following cues produced positive functions: Realistic Fiction, Heroism

(this showed an increase only after grade 4, 1Which was not quite equal .

.ii. .

to :10)\, Humor. Horrible and Hideous, Male Character, an& Peeri, which

showed a drop in grade 6. Of these developmental changes, teacher pre-
,

dictions reflected 9n1y the changes in Heroism and Male Character (2 of

8), indicating fhat teachers ar4,, us1 general, legs sensitive to differences

in reading preferences between.gtades than between sexes.

f-
A final comparison of inteAest is tpe percentage of books available

with specific characteristics as a function of grade level. Are publishers

sensitive to changes in pt'tference across grades? The changes in books

offered in grades K-1, 273, and 4-6 reflected changes in spident

preferences for the cues Fantasy; Volktales, Vables, and Myths: Realistic

Fiction; Animal (Not Horses); and Peers (see Table 9); there was an

increase in books offered with cues that. were preferred by students of
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that grade level. For.liumor and,Horrible and Hideous, the alanges in books

offered were in the opposite direction to student preferences:(negative

ratlher than positive...functions). 'They d.id, not show consTslent changes

, for Heroism d Male Character, the exact cues which.teachers were sen-v

sitive to. In addition, the books available iAreased ior rnfo:Other,

Sports, and peath: In general, publishers did better than teachers, with

changes in book contents reflecting.student prefefence changes in five

of nine cases. This is not surpvi'sing since publishing coMpanies con-
,

strucl thetr book lists based on how well the llooks sell, which in turn, . 4

4

reflects a combination of student preferences and parent/teacher influences

In summary, many of the observed developmental changes are not sur-

prising, and in fact pupport earlier findings, An increase in prefevence
b:

for stories of realistic fiction, heroism, humor, and peers as students

grow older 'is suppotTle of findings by such researchers as OliVer.(1.977)

and Ford and Koplyay (1968). The findings indicate that these particular

prepyrence patterns have not Changed over the past decade, and that.the

, average correlation of.cues with preferences is sensitive' to such changes.

The sex difference findiligs were teas consistent with earlier studies,
A

ami may indicate that young femalv students are being affected by the

changing role of women in society. Thus, females preferred Info:Science,

and Sports and did not like books on Devotion, Home and Familu, and

Female Character. It may he conjectured that the rejection of female

character§ by. female students is due to the traditional portrayal of

female characters in roles which are rejected hvyoung female students.

The fact th4t young male students are not rejecting these patterns (they

prefer books with these topics) mav indicate that these role changes

are not affecting the pi.'eftres of vo mlie studentq.-

It should be emphasized that the size.of the cue correlations is

,"
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small, and hence the preference patterils described by individual cue

correlations do not account for a substantial amount of variation. .The

differ e found was nonetheless provocative.

eff'
'Conc 1 us iep ns

The present tudy illustrates thata lensfmodel analysis may be used

to identify tIlese factors which contriblite to teacher ludgmental accuracy

for specific problems. 'The specific findings' suggest that; although

student reading preferences are predictable, they are also unstable, and

teacliers.do not have sufficient knowledge of individual student interests

to atcur,tely predict the books a student will prefer. The ,pnalyses

also su gest that teachers are highly individualized.in their judgment

patter s for this task,v/hich may'indicate the lc vf,f specific profes-
,

gional.format for approaching this task. This is no;,sdrprising,. since

teachers are n4t typically provided,with either tools or training to assist -

. . I ,

them in making judgments of thtS-1Ype. Finally, there was some evidence

th'at teachers of fifth- and sixth-grade boys may use cues whiCh are not

fliCluded in the pirsent model, even though the modcl-predicts teacher

judgments for fifth- an"ixth-grilde girls quite well.

6
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a

_Key_12_Iables fr

.R(A) = Overalf judgmental accursty
'r

r-", R(E) = Cue validity

R(S) = Judgmental consistency

. G = Judgmdntal knowledge.

C = Missing cues/non-linearity

Note: See page 3 for an elaboration 9f the meaning of eAgh item.
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.TABLE

.4

CUE FREQUENCY 4RDSSED AS A PERCENTAGFE OF

BOOKS FOR THREE LISTS COVE1RING

TYPEs OF CUES

1 IYPF1: 'BIOGRAPHY
2 "INFO: SCIENCE
3 -INFO:- IIISTORY
4 INFO: yOTHER
5 FANTASY
6 SCIENCE FfcTION
'7 FOLKTALES, FABLES MYTHS
8 HISTORICAL FICTION

. 9 REALISTIC FICTT,ON
44 POETRY

' D. PICTURE BOOK
12 THEM4S: COPING,
13 DANGER
14 DEVOTION
15 HEROISM
16 HOME AND FAMILY
17 HUMOR
18 SPORTS)

19 HORRIBLE AND HIerowS
20 DEATH
21. DRUGS AND ALCOHOL
22 MYSTERY' AND SURPRISE

-23 sumnytk '
24 MALE CHARACTER
25 FEMALCCUARACTER,
26 ANIMAL (NOT HORSES)
27 HORSES (S)
28 SIGNIFICANT OTHERS
29 PEERS

15

GRADES''e, TO HS,IXTH
0

(.4,

:KINDWARTEN
FIRST\GRADE'-'

(N=313)

.

SECOND
TIIRD
(N=50)

,

FOUyTH- .

SIXTH
(N=91)

0.00 12.90 10.48

23.07 22.00 8.87

0.00
0.00

4.00
10.00 24".11.1

69.23 42.00 20.96

0.00 2.Q0 7.25

12.00 4.03

0.00 10.00 9.67
41.02 38.00 A . 50.00

4.00 2.00 0,80
34.00 11.29

43.58 20.00 47.5'8
-"'"'

46.15 32.00 , 45.96
21.04k 16.00 25.00
25:64' 20.00 27.41

35.89 42.00 24.19

\ 64.10 50.00 9.03

0.00 6.00 12.90

35.89' 10.00 10.48

0.00" ) 4.00 9.67

0.00 0.00 0.80

51.28 46.00 41.93

33.33 30.00 35.48

64.10 . 30.00 50.80

35.89 38.00 37.09 1.

74.35 52.00 27.41

0.00 8.00 12.90

33.33 36.00 28.22

0.00 18.00 20.96

FP'



TABLE 2

UMBERS GRADE LEVEL , LOCATION AND SEX OF CHILDREN

AND TEACHERS USED IN THE STUDY OF TEACHER JUDGEMENTS

CRAM LEVEL

OF, CAILDREN ' S READING PREFERENCES

1.

TEACHERS NUMBER OF CHILDREN
\ NUMER

OF CUES
USE 0

BOOK

LIST
LENGTH

BOOK
SELECTION
DEC IS IONSNO , LOCATION BOYS GIRLS TOTAL

.
. .

.
,

KINDERGARTEN 2 LANSING ,, 4 4 :8 48 39
+

312

FIRST 7 LANS ING 20 19 39 , 18 39 1521

SECOND 10 LANS ING 43 40 83 19 50 4150
,

FOURTH 4 LANS ING 19 20 39 . 25 9 3549

1 OLIVET 5 5 ' 10 25 75 \ 750

FIFTH 2 OLIVET 10 10 20 25 75 1500

SIXTH 3 JACKSON 14 14 28 17 42 1176

..

TOTALS 29 115 112 227
.

12958

; I
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KINDERGARTEN

FIRST

-SECOND

at

FOURTH

FIFTH

TAPLE 3

AVERAGE VALUES FOR THE LENS MODEL

PARAMETERS ACROSS GRADES K 6

MEAN
R(A) 0.258.

R(E) 0.694
R(S) 0.752
G 0.234
C 0:239

R(A) 0.235
R(E) 0.715
R(S) 0.719
G 0.287
C 0.164

R(A) 0.257
R(E) 0.677
R(S) 0.677
G 0.327
C 0.192

R(A) 0.249
R(E) 0.634
R(S) 0.642
G .0.408
C 0.129

R(A) 0.134
R(E) 0.651
R(S) 0.665
G 0.220
C 0.058

(41(A0.206
R(E) 0.684

SIXTH R(S) 0.680
G 0.219
C 0.171

S.D. N
0.246 8

0.125 8

0.116 8

0.336 8

0.160 8

0.208 39

0.088 39

0.093 39

0.272 39

0.264 39

0.185 433

0.069 83

0.063 0
.0.235 83

0.225 83

0.157 49
0.124 ,

0.112 49

0.206 49
0.158 49

0.162 20

0.058 20

0.097 20
0.212 20

0.206 20 ,

0.194 28

0.096 28

0.095 28

0.229 28
0.279 28
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TABLE 4

AVERAGE *VALUES FOR THE 'LENS MODEL

FOR BOYS AND GIRLS IN GRADES K-46

BOYS
MEAN S.D.

kINDERGARTEN

R(A)
R(E)

R(S)
G
C

-0.292
0.619
0.749
.0.287

0.248

R(A) 0.19S
R(E) 0.700

FIRST R(S) 0.663
G 0.257
C 0.137

R(A) 0.254

I . R(E) 0.680
SECOND R(S) 0.681.

G 0.327
'C 0.186

R(A) 0.234
R(E) 0.620

FOURTH R(S) '0.647
G 0.386
C 0.126

R(A) 0.190
R(E) 0.650

FIFTH R(S) 0.675
G 0.229
C 0.141

R(A) 0.1e6
R(E) 0.626

SIXTH R(S) 0.615
0.115
0.225

1.

GIRLS

0.055
0.122
0.129
0.192
0.121

0.218
0.088
0.074
0.20
0:274

0.178
0.068
0.065
0.721
0.211

0.151
0.080
0.065.

0.221
0.145

0.182
0.055
0.094
0.231
0.216

0.211
0.072
0.062
0.250
0.257

N MEAN S.D. N

4 0.223
4 0.769
4 0.755

-0.181
4 ' 0.211

20

20

20
20

20

43

43

43

'43

43

24

24

24

24

24

lo

lo

lo

lo

lo

14

14

14

14

14

0.279
0.730
0.779
0.320
0.193

0.260
0.673
0.672
0.327
0.198

0.263
0.647
0.638
0.429
0.131

0.077
0.652
0.654
0.212
0.024

0.227
0.742
0.745
0.323
0.118

21

0.367
0.083
0.120
0.469
0.212

0.192
0.087
0.071
0.289
0.259

0.194
0.070
0.063
0.252
0.242

4

4

4

4

19

19

19

19

19

40
.40
,40

40
40

0.163 25

0.156 25

0.144 25

0.193 .25
0.172 25

, 4

0.123 10

0.064 . 10

0.104 !AO
0.202 10

0.168 10

0.182
0.082
0.07,0

0.155
0.299

14

14

14

14

14

18

1



TABLE 5

.41

"UNIVARIATE, MULTIVARIATE, AND STEP-DOWN F-TESTS FOR THE LENS PARAMETERS"

(INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: SEX AND GRADE 0 STUDENT/TEACHER GROUPS)

UNIVARIATE TESTS MULTIVARI ATE F

SOURCE R (A R E R (S DF N DF D R (A R E R S
STEP DOWN F-TESTS

*

SEX 0.3 5.4 6.5 1.7 02 1.9 5.0 211.0 0.8 5.1 3.5. 0.4 00

GRADE LEVEL 1.6 4.1 5.0 3.3 1.5 3.4 25.0 785'..3 1.6 4.1 3.0 7.1 ' .1.2

SEX BY GRADE 0.8 2.8 5.8 1.0 0.0 2.2 25.0 785.3 ' 0.8 2.8 4.7 1.6 1.1

41.*

a

2

(.2



TABLE 6.
a

Unfvariate, Multivariate and Step-Down F-Tests for Lens Model Parameters

Using. Teacher (classroom) 'as.the Independent Variable:

A V

Univariate F-Ttsts Multivariate i-Tests . Sie -Do F-Tests
R)A) R(E *R(S)

.,

Constant 4126. 5 194,
r

Teacher 5.10 1.76 1.57 3.98 2.76 2.22 140 962

t-r

&

5.10 1.89 1.56 2.16 0.96

2

1

J.
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TABLE 7 .

4.

OVERALL AVERAGE'VALUES.FOR THE'LENS MODEL
1

PARAMETERS -

IN. THE SEX BY GRADE LEVEL'ANALYSIS

OM,

Correlations

MEAN

+.000

C.l24

0.134

0.777

0.784

a
/

0.124

1.000

0.393

0.172

0.034

(..,

0.134

0.393

1.000

0.158

0.025
?

- 0.777

0.172'

0.158

1.000

0.253

0.784

-'0.034

- 0.05
..

2

0.253

1.000

0.234,

0.673

0.679

0.312

0.161

o441

0.186

0.094

0.093

0.243

8.226

r-

227

227

227

227

227

f t

2 u

t4



0
4.

.

22-
TABLE 8

AVEBAGE SIMPLE CORRELATIONS FOR BOOK C ES WITH PUPIL

SELECTIONS AND WITH TEACHER JUDGEMNfS OF THOSE

SELECTIONS AS A FUNCTION OF PUPILtS SEX

LISZYOF CUES

PUPILS TEACHERS
GIRLS

N=112

BOYS

N 115

GIRLS

N 112

BOYS

N 11

1,

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13
14

15
16

17

18
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27,

/8
29

TYPE: BIOGRAPHY ., -0.014
0.059
0.000
V.036
_0.044
_0.006
_0.042
_0.005
0.080
0.000
0.006

-0,024
_0.004
0.056
0.048

-0.144
0.035
0.041

_0.005
0.007

_0.000
0.035
0.002

.
0.002
0.111
0.124

-0.029
0.034

0.035

:0.03?
0.101
0.000
0.052
0.128

:0.009
0.015
0.011

'0.055
0.000
0.010
0.056
0.008
0.05?--
0.09
0.006

_0.129

_0.045
0.016
0.020
0.000
0.015
0.006
0.010
0.084
0.071
0.040
0.050
0.048

0.002
_0.107
0.000
0.041

-0.029

_ 0.006

_0.021

_0.024
0.052
0.000

_0.003
0.026

-0.004
-0.056

_0.025
0.126
0.006
0.039

_0.055
0.021

_0.000

_0.030
0.010

_0.036
0.124

_0.119
0.034
0.032
0.053

0.042
0.137
'0.000

0.074
0.144

-0.007
-0.003
0.017
0.116
0.000
0.037
0.058
0.009
0.090
0.022
0.080
0.139

-0.047
-0.019
0.011
0.000

_0.033
0.010
0.041
0.180
0.048
0.031
0.030
0.008

IWO: SCIENCE
INFO: HISTORY
INFO: OTHER
FANTASY
SCIENCE FICTION
FOLKTALES, FABLES MYTHS
HISTORICAL FICTION-
REALISTIC FICTION
PuETRY
PICTURE BOOK
THEMES: COPING
DANGER
DEVOTION
HEROISM
HOME AND FAMILY
HUMOR
SPORTS

HORRIBLE AND HIDEOUS
DEATH

DRUGS AND ALCOHOL
MYSTERY AND SURPRISE
SURVIVAL
MALE CHARACiER
FEMALE CHARACTER
ANIMAL (NOT HORSES)
HORSES(S)
SIGNIFICANT OTHERS
PEERS



TABLE 9

AVERAGE SIMPLE CORRELATION FOR BOOK CUES WITH PUPIL

SELECTIONS AND WITH TEACHER 1UDGEMENTS OF THOSE

SELECTIOI.; AS A FUNCTION OF GRADE LEVEL.

A

CUES

PUPILS

K
(N=8)

1

(W=35)

2

(N=87)

4

(N=49)

5

(N=20)

iPE: BIOGRAPHY 0.000 0.000 0.066 0.009 0.041

IND: SCIENCE 0.086 0.038 0.002 0.060 0.021

FO: HISTORY 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

FO: OTHER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.055

ANTASY 0.147 0.123 0.074 0.101 0.072

.7;IENCE FICIION 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.024 0.024

)I.KTALES, FABLES MYTHS 0.121 0.023 0.076 0.000 0.000

ISTORICAL FICTION 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.011 0:1309

EALISTIC FICTION 0.075 0.024 0.053 0.005 0.005

5ETRY 0.000 0.000. 0.000 0.000 0.000

ICTURE BOOK 0.089 0.089 0.118 0:004 0.079
10MES: COPING 0.100 0.010 0.020 0.006 0.049

ANGER 0.008 0.025 0.017 0.020 0.062

LOTION 0.004 0.096 0.003 0.016 0.023

EROISM 0.054 0.036 0.023 0.074 0.065

OME AND FAMILY 0.077 0.177 0.119 0.006 0.031

UMOR 0.038 0.060 0.076 0.102 0.045

PORTS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.051

1RRIBLE AND HIDEOUS 0.120 0.029 0.002 0.003 0.054

ATH 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.021 0.027

RUGS AND ALOBOL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

ISTERY AND SURPRISE 0.037 0.063 0.057 0.004 0.032

ORVIVAL 0.038 0.002 0.029 0.001 0.055

ALE CHARACTER 0:037 0.082 0.050 0.065 0.057

MALE CHARACTER 0.020 0.044" 0.095 0.028 0.023

NIMAL (NOT HORSES) 0.012 0.078 0.173 0.076 0.046

ORSES (S) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.026

IGNIFICANT OTHERS 0.101 0.020 0.00b 0.124 0.081.

REES 0.400 0.000 0.058 0.048 0.107

6

(N=28) ,

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.095

... 0.047

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.117
0.000
0.103
0.079
0.058
0.059
0.129
0.076
0.137
0.00
0.0
0.0
0.000
0.023
0.055
0.150
0.070
0.018
0.019
0,08

/0.000

TFIACHERS

2 4 5 6

(N=8) (N=35) (N=87) (N=49) (N=20) (N=28)

0.000 0.000 0.052 0.026 0.063 1. 0.000

0.054 0.088 0.013 0.800 0.042 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0* 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.014 0.08\3 0.103

0.008 0.136 0.032 0.072 0.032 0.660

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.015 0.034 0.000

0.045 0.027 0.047 0.000 0.000 0.000

,0.000 0.000 0.000 0.012 0.007 0.000

0.161 0.006 0.007 0.033 0.041 0.151

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.009 0.112 0.086 0.022 0.104 0.153

0.054 0.005 0.073 0.020 0.067 0.014

0.114 0.001 0.053 0.019 0.158 0.138

0.136 \ 0.071 0.011 0.037 0.093 0.109

0.101 0.000 0002 0.029 0.071 0.124

0.072 0.039 0.087 0.031 0.012 0.060

0.143 0.067 A.096 0.119 01k095 0.033

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.029 0.000

0.113 0.019 0.004 C.066 0.068 0.000

0,000 ,0.000 0.000 0.024 0.003 0.000

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.068 0.082 0.081 0.004 0.115 0.056

0.019 0.037 0.035 0.078 0.106.0.154
0.087 0.002 0.021 '0.060 0.039 0.145

0.020 0.096 0.005 0:037 0.023 0.082

0.042 0.064 0.124 0.049 0.138 0.007

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.025 0.001 0.036

0.152 0.007 0.020 0.086 0.000 0.025

0.000 0:D00 0.094 0.012 0.091 0.000

t\J

1
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Figure 1. Average values
oi judgmental accuracy
for boys and girls across
Otades K-6..
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Figure 2. Average values
,of cue validity for boys
and girls across grades K-6:
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Figure 3. Average values of cue )
utilization for boys and girls V
across grades K-6.
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Figure 4: Average values of
judgmental knowledge for boys
and girls across grades K-6,
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Figure 5. .Average values of //
al

missing cues for boys and -,

I;
girls-across grades -6.,
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